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Abstract. In this paper we sketch several mechanisms by which low social status is transformed
into low academic performance. Using the perspective of social dominance theory, we review three
processes by which this transformation takes place. These processes include: (a) the effects of lower
economic, cultural, and social capital; (b) the effects of personal and institutional discrimination;
and (c) reactions to low social status by members of low status groups. It is argued that members
of low status groups engage in various protective mechanisms in response to their low social status.
Although these mechanisms have the benefit of protecting self-esteem, this benefit is purchased at
a potential cost. This cost includes reduced motivation to succeed which results in lower academic
achievement and subsequent reinforcement of the status hierarchy. We argue that future research
needs to place substantially more effort into precisely understanding the numerous, and often subtle,
mediating mechanisms transforming low social status into low academic achievement.
1. Introduction
One of the major educational concerns of the last century has been providing equal
quality of education to all children, regardless of their social origin. Nonetheless,
across various nations and cultures, members of low status social groups continue
to display lower levels of academic and intellectual achievement in terms of grades,
test scores, diploma levels, and the likelihood of school completion, than members
of high status or dominant social groups. Depending on the particular society,
these lower status or subordinate groups can be based on ethnicity, ‘race,’ social
class or wealth, caste membership, lineage, religious affiliation, and a number
of other socially constructed group distinctions. The achievement gap between
dominant and subordinate groups is documented by a very substantial body of
empirical research (see e.g., Fischer, et al., 1996). This research has also been able
to identify a number of environmental factors responsible for the relatively poor
academic achievement of children from low status groups. These environmental
factors include such things as generally less safe neighbourhoods, parents with less
time and intellectual resources to supplement classroom instruction, and a gener-
ally less intellectually stimulating environment than that environment occupied by
 Author for correspondence: Departments of Psychology and Education, Faculteit Sociale
Wetenschappen, Leiden University, PO Box 9555, 2300 RB, Leiden, The Netherlands; E-mail:
cvlaar@fsw.leidenuniv.nl
236 COLETTE VAN LAAR AND JIM SIDANIUS
children from high status groups. In addition, children from low status and subor-
dinate groups are also faced with social stigmatization by virtue of their low status.
Among other ways, this stigmatization manifests itself in hostile, demeaning, and
condescending attitudes and stereotypes held by both high status age-peers and
teachers.
Despite social scientists’ and educators’ detailed knowledge about many of the
factors responsible for the academic achievement gap between members of low
and high status groups, western societies have been remarkably unsuccessful in
narrowing this gap. Although it is true that the achievement of children from low
status groups has risen over time in most societies, so is the case of children from
high status groups. Thus, the net effect has been that the academic achievement
gap between low and high status children has remained relatively stable (Shavit
& Blossfeld, 1993). In fact, there is even evidence that, in many nations,1 the
expansion of the educational system has actually widened the achievement gap
between the privileged and the disadvantaged (Blossfeld & Shavit, 1993).
Clearly, our efforts to eradicate the achievement gap will probably not be suc-
cessful until we understand the precise mechanisms producing and reproducing the
gap much better than we do now. Thus, we need to know precisely how differences
in social status translate themselves into differences in academic outcomes. For
example, we know that children from low status groups face negative stereotypes,
but we know relatively little about how these stereotypes affect their motivation
and thus their achievement. Some interesting and early experimental work has
presented a detailed account of how negative expectancies held by individuals
can create a self-fulfilling prophecy (Merton, 1948) in which the target eventu-
ally supports the initial expectancy or stereotype (Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1968;
Harris & Rosenthal, 1985; Babad, 1993; Rosenthal, 1994). More recently, some
remarkable work on stereotype threat (Steele & Aronson, 1995; Steele, 1997) has
shown that even a very subtle reminder of a negative stereotype impairs perform-
ance on standardized tests for members of stigmatized groups (Steele & Aronson,
1995; Croizet & Claire, 1998; Spencer, Steele, & Quinn, 1999). However, it is
still very unclear as to exactly how simply reminding a person of their group
stereotype triggers lower academic performance. Researchers have speculated on
various mediators–among them anxiety, evaluation apprehension, task perform-
ance expectations, self-efficacy, and disengagement are some from the task domain
(Steele & Aronson, 1995; Aronson, Quinn, & Spencer, 1998; Stangor, Carr, &
Kiang, 1998; Croizet & Claire, 1998; Spencer et al., 1999). We are thus only just
beginning to understand these influences on academic achievement.
2. Patterns of inequality
In this paper, we argue that differences in academic outcomes between members
of low and high status social groups across various cultures are not simply random
nor accidental but are, in fact, part of a larger and more comprehensive pattern
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of group-based differential power and resource distribution. Research on social
identity theory has consistently revealed the importance of groups and group re-
lations in understanding individuals’ social behavior (Tajfel, 1974, 1975; Tajfel
& Turner, 1979, 1986). Everything else being equal, people generally prefer to
be associated with positively rather than negatively valued groups (Ellemers, Van
Knippenberg, De Vries, & Wilke, 1988; Ellemers, Van Knippenberg, & Wilke,
1990). People also tend to show ingroup favoritism toward the categories of which
they are members (Brewer, 1979; Mullen, Brown, & Smith, 1992). Based on these
findings, social dominance theory (SDT) attempts to understand the manner in
which systems of group-based social hierarchy are constructed and maintained as a
function of the interplay between forces at the individual, group, and societal levels
of analysis (Sidanius, 1993; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999; Pratto, 1999). SDT holds that
dominant and subordinate groups are found in all modern societies, and, moreover,
that societies are predisposed to form group-based social hierarchies with certain
groups at the top of the hierarchy and others at the bottom. Resources are distrib-
uted accordingly with members of dominant groups receiving more positive and
desirable social resources than members of subordinate groups. Although all so-
cieties are organized as group-based hierarchies, the severity of this hierarchy can
vary between societies from relatively mild differences between high and low status
groups (e.g., Sweden during the 1970s) to rather extreme differences between high
and low status groups (e.g., Ante-Bellum American slave system, South Africa
under Apartheid, sixteenth-century Indian Caste system).
3. Processes that maintain group-based social hierarchy
After making the basic observation of the propensity for human social systems
to form and reform systems of group-based social inequality, the primary project
before social dominance theorists is to better understand the precise individual, so-
cial, institutional, and ideological forces producing and reproducing these systems
of group-based hierarchy. It is widely recognized that one of the most important
channels of upward social mobility in modern societies is academic success and
access to first-rate education (e.g., Duncan & Hodge, 1963). Social dominance
theory suggests that one of the several types of factors responsible for the produc-
tion and maintenance of group-based social hierarchy is the simple and not terribly
controversial fact that children from low status and subordinate groups are less
likely to enjoy academic success to the same degree as children from high status
and dominant groups (for a discussion of other important mechanisms, see Sidanius
& Pratto, 1999). However, having said this, one still needs to understand the precise
processes by which differential social status is translated into differential academic
achievement. Social dominance theorists suggest that there are at least three im-
portant categories of processes that are responsible for this differential achievement
gap. In this paper, we will discuss each of these processes in turn. First, we discuss
the contributions of economic, cultural, and social capital resources. Second, we
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Figure 1. Categories of processes that mediate the relationship between low social status and
lower academic performance.
discuss direct and indirect influences of discrimination by persons and institutions
within the educational system. Third, and last, we discuss the contributions of
particular kinds of behavioral interactions between dominants and subordinates.
We suggest that these interactions will generally result in sub-optimal academic
behaviors on the part of subordinates themselves (see Figure 1).
3.1. THE EFFECTS OF ECONOMIC, CULTURAL, AND SOCIAL CAPITAL
The first category of processes that translate subordinate social status into lower
academic achievement consists of the effects of lower economic, cultural, and
social capital (Bourdieu, 1986; Coleman, 1988; for a review of such effects see
Biddle, 2001). Obviously, because of the more limited economic resources of par-
ents from subordinate social groups in comparison to parents from dominant social
groups, lower status parents are less able to purchase goods and services which
would enhance their children’s educational success (Kozol, 1991; Biddle, 2001).
These goods and services consist of things like pedagogically valuable toys, books,
computers, high speed internet connections, the services of private tutors, academic
coaches, and psychological therapists. Limited wealth also limits the quality and
variety of enriching experiences to which lower status children are exposed. These
experiences include such things as trips to museums, cultural events, and trips
to far away places and exotic cultures. Although exposure to these broadening
experiences is not necessarily impossible for children from subordinate families,
such exposure will generally require much greater ingenuity and effort on the part
of poor parents.
The academic advantages enjoyed by the wealthy child are not just restricted
to those goods, services, and cultural experiences that can be purchased with the
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parents’ economic capital. Socially powerful parents also possess a good deal of
cultural and social capital beneficial to their children’s academic achievement (e.g.,
Bernstein, 1970; Bourdieu, 1986; Coleman, 1988). This capital consists of factors
like higher levels of intellectual and academic proficiency (e.g., verbal and math
skills), greater general stores of knowledge about the political and social world,
and highly useful social networks in the form of powerful and influential family
members and friends (Coleman, 1988). Wealthier parents also benefit their children
by virtue of their greater general experience in dealing with social institutions. This
enables them to more easily navigate their way through public and private bureau-
cracies and to pull the necessary strings within these institutions. Wealthier parents
also have a greater sense of entitlement to the benefits these social institutions have
to offer.
Moreover, the effects of these economic, cultural, and social capital advantages
are often cumulative and passed on from one generation to the next. As such, one
can speak of the social reproduction of privilege (e.g., Darby, 1996). Altogether
then, the difference in this accumulated and generationally transmitted capital is
one of the major sources for the transgenerational differences in the academic
achievement of low and high status children (e.g., Downey, 1994, 1995a, 1995b;
Duncan & Brooks-Gunn, 1997).
3.2. THE EFFECTS OF PERSONAL AND INSTITUTIONAL DISCRIMINATION
The second category of processes that translate subordinate social status into lower
academic achievement consists of various forms of direct and indirect discrimina-
tion exercised by both persons and/or educational institutions. This discrimination
expresses itself in four major ways:
(a) differential quality of schools attended by children from subordinate and dom-
inant groups,
(b) differential referral of subordinate children into classes for the intellectually
challenged (e.g., ‘special education’ classes) and of dominant children into
classes for the educationally gifted,
(c) differential tracking of low and high status children into more or less academ-
ically enriching classes, and
(d) differential teacher achievement expectations of low and high status children
(see also Sidanius & Pratto, 1999,).
3.2.1. Differential Quality of Schools
Differential quality of schools attended by high and low status social groups is
found across various societies. In some nations this is, in part, the result of sub-
stantial lower funding of schools attended by subordinate groups. For example,
under the apartheid regime in South Africa, the per-pupil funding of White children
was more than 15 times greater than that of Black children (Taylor, 1995). In the
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United States, schools are funded by property taxes. Because property values are
much higher in the school districts attended by high status children, their schools
are consequently better funded than the schools attended by low status children
(children of ethnic minority groups, children with low socioeconomic status), even
when poorer school districts tax themselves at disproportionately higher rates (Ko-
zol, 1991; Darling-Hammond, 1995). For example, schools in New York City
spent $7,300 per student in 1990, whereas those in richer nearby suburbs spent
over $15,000 per student (Kozol, 1991, pp. 236–237). Moreover, the United States
Supreme Court has ruled that states are not even required to provide equal funding
to rich and poor school districts (San Antonio vs. Rodriquez). Nevertheless, there
is substantial debate about whether differences in school funding result in lower
educational achievement (e.g., compare Kozol, 1991; Thernstrom & Thernstrom,
1997; Biddle, 2001).
Lower school funding of schools in communities in which poor or minority
children live is particularly an American phenomenon. Many European nations
actually fund schools in impoverished or high ethnic minority communities at
higher rates. The Netherlands, for example, weights ethnic minority children at 1.9
times and poor White children at 1.25 times the weight of an average student for
school funding. Nevertheless, here, too, differences in school quality still emerge,
and the Dutch Department of Education has just started research to investigate
the reasons for these quality differences (Adelmund, 2000a,). One source that is
emerging is the difficulty schools with large proportions of ethnic minority children
have, relative to other schools, in attracting and maintaining well-qualified and
experienced teachers (Het Onderwijsblad, 2000; Van Gelder & Vermeulen, 2000).
The end result is that in many societies children from low status groups attend
schools that:
(a) have less-experienced and lower-paid teachers,
(b) are less well equipped and less up-to-date,
(c) have larger class sizes, and
(d) have more and better quality educational materials (Educational Testing Ser-
vice, 1991; General Accounting Office, 1995; Greenwald et al., 1996; Hart-
man, 1988; Karp, 1997; Kozol, 1991; National Center for Education Statistics,
1995).
Recent research has confirmed that these variables negatively affect academic
achievement (see Wenglinsky, 1997; Elliot, 1998; Payne & Biddle, 1999). Children
who are the least likely to encounter rich educational materials at home are then
also least likely to encounter them at school.
3.2.2. Differential Referral
Children from subordinate groups also have a higher probability of being referred
to classes for special education and a lower probability of being referred to classes
for gifted education. For example, African American children are three times more
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likely to be assigned to classes for the mentally retarded than White children, and
only half as likely to be assigned to classes for the intellectually gifted (Kozol,
1991). Differences in referral of ethnic minority children in the Netherlands to
special education suggest that children from ethnic minorities are perceived as
lacking in ability, whereas majority group (Dutch) children are perceived as having
developmental disorders (Tesser, Merens, Van Praag, & Iedema, 1999).
3.2.3. Differential Tracking
Related to differential referral to special education findings show that children from
subordinate groups in various nations tend to be tracked disproportionately into
less-enriching academic classes. For example, in Israel, Sephardic children (lower
status) are tracked into vocational rather than academic tracks thus reducing their
likelihood of obtaining a higher education (Shavit, 1984). In Brazil, Black students
tend to be tracked into manual or service occupations, whereas White students tend
to be tracked towards higher status occupations (Thomas, 1986; see also Chunn,
1989; Sandoval, 1991; Hanchard, 1994).
In the United States there is also evidence that teachers themselves are tracked,
with the most competent, experienced, and highest status teachers assigned to the
higher tracks (Rosenbaum, 1976; Finley, 1986; Oakes, 1986; Talbert, 1990). The
interactions teachers have with students in lower tracks have been shown to be less
motivating, less supportive, less demanding, and more oriented towards behavioral
criticism – especially for students of ethnic minority groups (Oakes, 1985; Good
& Brophy, 1987; Ekstrom & Villegas, 1991; Hallinan, 1996).
3.2.4. Differences in Teacher Expectations of Students
Lastly, the lower academic achievement of subordinate children is maintained
through the lower academic expectations that many teachers hold for these chil-
dren. These expectations derive from statistical discrimination based, in part, on
the achievement for the group as a whole and by culturally shared negative stereo-
types. Substantial research has shown self-fulfilling prophecy effects of teacher’s
expectations, even when these expectations were randomly induced (Rosenthal &
Jacobson, 1968; Brophy, 1983; Harris & Rosenthal, 1985; Darley & Fazio, 1990;
Jussim & Eccles, 1992, 1995). Moreover, research has shown that children are not
necessarily rewarded for success and punished for failure. There is also evidence
to indicate that students are rewarded for living up to the teacher’s expectations,
even if these expectations are negative. Thus, a child for whom the teacher has
high expectations is rewarded for success, whereas a child for whom the teacher
has low expectations is negatively evaluated when the child violates these expect-
ations by showing academic success (Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1968; Rubovits &
Maehr, 1973). Such processes increase the likelihood that a student will confirm
the teacher’s expectations.
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Patterns of differential treatment of low and high status groups are thus found
across various cultures and groups (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Moreover, one does
not have to intend to discriminate in order for discrimination to occur. Schofield
(1986, 1995, 1997) has written extensively about how the adoption of color-blind
policies in schools often, in fact, results in further disadvantage for lower status
children, an outcome that is largely unrecognized by the school authorities them-
selves. For example, the adoption in one school of a color-blind policy that regarded
all students as individuals rather than members of ethnic groups precluded an
investigation into why African American students were being suspended at four
times the rate of White students. Schofield has made a persuasive argument that, in
a world in which opportunities are not equally distributed, it is only by taking group
membership into account that one is able to provide truly equal opportunity. Recent
work on stereotype threat has also shown that the stigma associated with low social
status can have profound effects on behavior, even in the absence of deliberately
discriminatory persons or institutions. The mere reminder of a negative stereotype
about performance depresses standardized test scores among African Americans,
women, and students with low socioeconomic status (Steele & Aronson, 1995;
Croizet & Claire, 1998; Spencer et al., 1999). A simple demographic question
about one’s ethnicity has also been found to be sufficient for the effects to oc-
cur. Similarly, the experimental assignment of low group status (vs. high status)
has been shown to reduce achievement on ability tests (Lovaglia et al., 1998).
Increasingly then, we are obtaining an understanding of how stigma is an ever
present phenomenon, requiring no actor, affecting behavior in quite unexpected
subtle ways, and requiring little deliberate activation.
3.2.5. Discrimination as Built into Institutions and Social Roles
Social dominance theorists have argued that discrimination is not merely the delib-
erate negative treatment of subordinates on the part of malevolent or ‘maladapted’
individuals, but much more importantly, it is part of a system of hierarchical re-
lations among groups (see Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Social dominance theorists
argue that there are systematic processes that function in a society to maintain the
status quo in which dominant groups receive more positive social value than sub-
ordinate groups. To explain these processes, social dominance theory introduces
the concept of hierarchy-enhancing and hierarchy-attenuating forces. Hierarchy-
enhancing forces are those social institutions, social ideologies, or social roles
that tend to increase or maintain hierarchical social relationships between groups.
Specifically, they tend to facilitate the disproportionate allocation of positive social
value (e.g., high income, prestigious jobs, quality education, good housing, good
health) to members of dominant groups and the disproportionate allocation of neg-
ative social value (e.g., inferior education, poor jobs, poor housing, and poor health)
to members of subordinate groups. Hierarchy-attenuating forces are all those that
tend to decrease differences between dominant and subordinate groups. Social
dominance theory suggests that the more powerful the hierarchy-enhancing forces
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are, relative to hierarchy-attenuating forces, the greater the inequality between
dominant and subordinate social groups will be. Thus, it is the relative strength
of these hierarchy-attenuating and enhancing forces that determines the degree of
hierarchy within a particular society.
Using the concepts of hierarchy-attenuating and hierarchy-enhancing forces,
social dominance theorists have gone on to address how it is that discrimination
by persons and institutions occurs (Sidanius, Pratto, Sinclair, & Van Laar, 1996;
Pratto, Stallworth, Sidanius, & Siers, 1997; Pratto, Orton, & Stallworth, 1997; Van
Laar, Sidanius, Rabinowitz, & Sinclair, 1999). Social dominance theory holds that
individuals differ in the extent to which they are attracted to hierarchy-attenuating
or hierarchy-enhancing institutions or social roles. Moreover, once they are in
those roles, individuals behave so as to either preserve or diminish the existing
hierarchical relations. Social dominance orientation can be used as a measure of
such tendencies – with those higher in social dominance orientation being more
attracted to roles and institutions that increase the difference between high and low
status groups and those low in social dominance orientation being more attracted
to roles and institutions that diminish the gap between high and low status groups.
3.2.6. The Construct of Social Dominance Orientation
What exactly do we mean by the construct social dominance orientation? Social
dominance orientation (SDO) is defined as the degree to which individuals will
tend to endorse hierarchically structured and nonegalitarian relations among so-
cial groups (see Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 1994; Sidanius & Pratto,
1999). Social dominance orientation is thought to be multidetermined. It is partly
a function of the social context and situation in which one is placed and partly a
function of one’s personality and cross-situational attitudinal and behavioral pre-
dispositions.
One of the major situational factors determining SDO is the relative power
of and experienced threat to one’s primary reference group. In general, people
belonging to powerful and high status groups are expected to have higher levels
of SDO than members of powerless and low status groups. Consistent with this
expectation, the empirical research has found that European Americans have sig-
nificantly higher SDO levels than African Americans, White New Zealanders have
significantly higher SDO scores than Maori and Samoan New Zealanders, and
heterosexuals have significantly higher SDO scores than gays, lesbians, and bi-
sexuals (see Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Similarly, use of a repeated-measures ex-
perimental design has shown that SDO is sensitive to the priming of differential
power and threat configurations (Levin, 1996). When Ashkenazi-Israelis (i.e., a
high status group in Israeli) and Sephardic-Israelis (i.e., a low status group in Israel)
were primed to think about the ethnic conflict between different Israeli groups, the
Ashkenazim were found to have significantly higher SDO scores than the Seph-
ardim. However, when the same respondents were primed to think about the Arab-
Israeli conflict, the SDO scores for both the Ashkenazim and Sephardim increased
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significantly. Furthermore, the SDO differences between the two Israeli groups
ceased to be significant (see Levin, 1996; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999, pp. 79–81).
Although SDO is partly ‘situational’ and a function of the status/power/threat
context one is placed in, SDO levels are also thought to have a strong ‘disposi-
tional’ component. This is to say that people will have relatively chronic attitudinal
and behavioral orientations towards group-based inequality. However, to say that
people will display relatively chronic predispositions clearly does not mean that
people will have absolutely stable SDO levels across situations, but rather than that
they will have relatively stable levels of SDO in comparison to other people in
the same situation. Thus, for example, although the absolute levels of SDO for the
Israelis, in the experiment described above, varied as a function of the situation
they were primed with, the relative levels of SDO for individuals across these
situations tended to be reasonably stable (i.e., the cross-situational correlation of
individual SDO scores was r = 0.56). Furthermore, the notion that SDO is, in part,
a dispositional and personality construct can also be seen in the fact that it is also
related to other personality constructs such as lack of:
(a) concern for others’ welfare,
(b) empathy,
(c) communality, and
(d) perspective taking (see Sidanius & Pratto, 1999).
A third factor affecting one’s level of SDO is gender. Men have been found to
have consistently higher average levels of SDO than women. Furthermore, these
differences tend to be stable across a very wide variety of situations and contexts,
including different social classes, ‘races,’ age cohorts, educational and social class
levels, ethnic groups, religious denominations, nations, and cultures (see Sidanius,
Levin, Liu, & Pratto, 2000; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999; Sidanius, Pratto, & Bobo,
1994; Sidanius, Pratto, & Brief, 1995). Whereas social dominance theorists argue
that a substantial part of this gender difference in SDO is a function of evolved psy-
chological differences between men and women (see Sidanius et al., 2000), others
maintain that this gender difference is simply a reflection of the status and power
difference between men and women (e.g., Ward, 1995; for counter arguments to
this thesis, see Sidanius & Pratto, 1999).
In addition, not only is SDO conceptually distinct from more familiar constructs
such as personal dominance and authoritarianism, but it has been consistently
found empirically distinct from these constructs as well (see Pratto et al., 1994;
McFarland & Adelson, 1996; Altemeyer, 1998; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999, for a de-
tailed discussion of these findings, see chap. 3). Finally, besides being consistently
related to a wide variety of social attitudes, stereotypes, ethnocentric preference,
political party preferences, career choices, and personality measures across a wide
variety of cultures (e.g., Pratto et al., 2000), SDO has shown itself to be related to
discriminatory and differential social allocations as well (e.g., Sidanius, Pratto, &
Mitchell, 1994).
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3.2.7. Social Roles and Discriminatory Predispositions
Social dominance theorists maintain that social roles play an important part in
maintaining group-based hierarchies. Substantial support has been found for the
attraction of individuals to particular social roles depending on their level of social
dominance orientation. As one example, it was found that Los Angeles police of-
ficers had significantly higher social dominance orientation than a random sample
of Los Angeles adults. Similarly, public defenders were found to be significantly
lower in social dominance orientation than the same random sample of adults
(Sidanius, Liu, Shaw, & Pratto, 1994). Because of these differences in discrimin-
atory predisposition (i.e., SDO) between those in hierarchy-enhancing social roles
(i.e., police roles) and hierarchy-attenuating social roles (public defenders), social
dominance theorists will expect police officers to display a long-range predispos-
ition to discriminate against members of subordinate groups, whereas public de-
fenders will display a long-range predisposition to support members of subordinate
groups. Recent experimental work by Perreault and Bourhis (1999) has also shown
that individual differences relate to tendencies to discriminate. They showed that
individuals higher in authoritarianism are more highly identified with their ingroup,
and that this identification predicts discriminatory behavior. Moreover, the choos-
ing of one’s own group among authoritarian individuals increased discriminatory
behavior.
Thus, social dominance theory suggests that one of the mechanisms facilitat-
ing intergroup discrimination, and thereby group-based social hierarchy, are the
processes that match individual personalities with discriminatory predispositions
to social roles that differentially allocate social value to dominant and subordin-
ate groups. In our recent work we have extended these findings by providing in-
sight into one way in which matching between individuals and institutions may
function. We started out by showing that over time the intergroup attitudes of
those in a particular college major field come to match the hierarchy-enhancing
or attenuating nature of their field (Van Laar et al., 1999). All four mechanisms
(self-selection, institutional selection, institutional socialization, and differential
attrition) may account for this increasing congruence over time. However, we found
evidence for differential reward as one mechanism by which congruence between
individuals and institutions is achieved. Specifically, we showed that, everything
else being equal, those individuals who match the intergroup attitudes of their
college major are rewarded with higher grades than individuals who are mis-
matched. Thus, everything else being equal, within hierarchy-enhancing fields,
those who have more racist attitudes are rewarded more than those with more
mismatched, nonracist attitudes. Rewards thus function as one matching
process.
The net effect of such processes is that institutions and social roles tend to be
filled with individuals whose attitudes towards high and low status groups match
those of the roles and institutions to which they belong. Once in these social roles,
individuals tend to act in ways consistent with the requirements of their position.
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This implies that the mechanisms producing group-based social hierarchy are to
be found at both the individual and institutional levels. Discrimination towards the
high or low status groups is therefore not inadvertent but is a direct outgrowth
of these hierarchy-enhancing or attenuating forces. This perspective suggests that
the four types of discrimination in educational institutions that we have reviewed
(differential quality of schools, differential referral of students to special and gifted
education, differential tracking, and differences in teachers expectations) are there-
fore not isolated acts by maladapted individuals, but are, in fact, part of this larger
system of hierarchical relations.
3.3. REACTIONS TO LOW SOCIAL STATUS BY MEMBERS OF THE LOW STATUS
GROUP
The third category of processes that translate subordinate group status into lower
academic achievement is found in the pattern of relationships between high and
low status groups. Research has shown that low status groups are not simply pass-
ive recipients of negative attitudes, stereotypes, and behaviors on the part of high
status group members. Instead, these social stigmas also induce members of low
status groups to behave in ways that are consistent with and help to confirm these
negative stigmas. Although there are important differences between different
low status groups in their reactions to social status (e.g., Ogbu, 1981, 1993;
Hochschild, 1995; Sears & Van Laar, 2000), we argue that there are also gen-
eralities in the dynamics of group relations involving status that can be identi-
fied across these groups. The net result of these stereotype-confirming behaviors
is the reinforcement of subordinate group status. We are only now just begin-
ning to understand how these stereotype reinforcing and debilitating behaviors
operate.
The suggestion that people from low status groups will tend to behave in ways
which, in the end, help to reaffirm their own subordination may seem to be a
strange assertion given the consistent research concerning reactions to negative
stigma among members of low status groups. Much of this research was sparked
by social identity theory (Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). At its base, social
identity theory argues that individuals are motivated to maintain a positive identity.
When threatened, people will make attempts to reestablish positive identity. Ta-
jfel and Turner explicitly discussed the ways in which low status group members
may attempt to maintain positive identity in the face of low social status. Group
members can attempt to manage their individual or their group’s status (Ellemers
et al., 1990; Ellemers, Wilke, & Van Knippenberg, 1993; Ellemers & Van Rijswijk,
1997). Social identity theory makes a distinction between three types of reactions
to low social status: individual mobility, social competition, and social creativ-
ity. The first two involve maintaining well being through attempts to improve
individual or group status, whereas the third consists of various behaviors that
attempt to creatively manage low social status. Three types of social creativity
were suggested:
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(a) comparing the ingroup to the outgroup on some new dimension (domain
change),
(b) changing the values assigned to the attributes of the group so that comparisons
which were negative are now perceived as positive (e.g., Black is beautiful),
and
(c) changing the group with which the ingroup is compared to avoid negative
comparisons with a high status outgroup.
Empirical research has also shown some support for these various efforts at
identity enhancement. For example, Crocker and Major (1989) conducted an ex-
tensive review of the existing literature on attempts by members of low status
groups to maintain positive self-regard. They made a distinction between three
ways in which low status group members may protect the self-concept from stigma.
Similar to Tajfel and Turner (1986), Crocker and Major note that making ingroup
comparisons, rather than comparisons with the higher status outgroup, may protect
the self from low self-esteem. In support of this position, there is a great deal of
evidence that downward comparisons can enhance positive effect and self-esteem
(Morse & Gergen, 1970; Alicke, 1985; Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Tesser, 1986; Ma-
jor, 1994). In the specific case of academic achievement, there is some indirect
evidence that avoidance of upward comparisons may protect self-esteem. Thus,
Black children in racially segregated schools have sometimes been found to have
higher self-esteem than Black children in racially integrated schools (Rosenberg &
Simmons, 1971, see Stephan, 1978, for a review). Similarly, students with mental
disabilities can protect feelings of self-worth by making comparisons with students
with similar disabilities (Gibbons, 1985a,b; Harter, 1986).
There is also empirical support for the second way in which members of stig-
matized groups may protect self-evaluation: the selective devaluing of performance
dimensions on which the group fares poorly (e.g., Major et al., 1998; Schmader &
Major, 1999). Major et al. (1998) examined responsivity to performance feedback
among White and Black students. Using bogus intelligence tests, they presen-
ted students with (manipulated) failure and success experiences. They found that
White students showed the expected response of high self-esteem following suc-
cess and low self-esteem following failure. However, Black students did not re-
spond differently to success and failure. Study 2 showed that Black students were
both chronically more disengaged from the intellectual domain than White stu-
dents, and that racial priming led to a shorter-term situational disengagement. Os-
borne (1995) examined the evidence for a dissociation of performance and self-
esteem in a national study of U.S. high school students. He looked for evidence
of dissociation among African American students, a group that averages lower
academic achievement than White students. Osborne found evidence that during
high school the self-esteem of African American students became increasingly less
related to academic performance, suggesting that African Americans are devaluing
the academic domain as a source of their self-esteem.
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Evidence has also been found for the third strategy for maintaining positive
self-esteem among low status individuals: the attribution of lower outcomes to dis-
crimination (Crocker & Major, 1989). Two studies by Crocker and her colleagues,
one with women and one with African American students, showed that when faced
with negative feedback, members of stigmatized groups were able to protect self-
evaluation by making an external attribution (Crocker, Voelkl, Testa, & Major,
1991). Van Laar (1998, 2001) also found evidence for external attributions as an ef-
fective self-protective strategy among African American college students. African
American and White students were followed in a longitudinal study as they made
the transition from high school to college2. The results showed that African Amer-
ican students entered college with very high expectations for their performance.
When their actual college performance was lower than they had expected, a search
was initiated as to the causes of this lower performance. Van Laar found that rather
than attributing their lower outcomes to internal factors, African American students
tended to attribute their lower outcomes to disadvantage. These external attribu-
tions effectively protected self-esteem but were associated with lower expectations
for future performance.
Recently, Doosje, Spears, Ellemers, and Koomen (1999) have reviewed evid-
ence for another strategy that may be used by group members faced with negative
feedback about the group. They suggest that group members may increase their
perception of the heterogeneity of the group in order to deny the applicability of
the negative information to the self. Doosje et al. (1999) find that this strategy
is especially likely to be used by group members who are not highly identified
with the ingroup, suggesting that highly identified group members tend to sacrifice
personal evaluation for group cohesion. The various strategies that have been dis-
cussed in the literature as being used by members of low status groups to protect
self-evaluation are summarized in Figure 2.
Figure 2. Reactions to low status by low status group members.
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3.3.1. Potential Negative Effects of Self-Protecting Strategies
Much of the literature has focused on how the use of such creative strategies to deal
with low status is beneficial to low status group members by protecting self-esteem.
However, there has been relatively little work on the possible negative effects such
creative strategies might have on factors essential to motivation, such as affect, ex-
pectancies, and persistence. Social dominance theorists suggest that the strategies
used to maintain positive self-esteem may have unintended negative consequences
of lowering motivation, persistence, and effort and thus result in sub-optimal aca-
demic outcomes. Thus, the very actions designed to protect individual self-esteem
actually contribute to the reinforcement and reaffirmation of the group-based status
hierarchy that individuals need protection from in the first place. Social dominance
theorists refer to these actions as ‘group debilitating behaviors’ (see Sidanius &
Pratto, 1999, p. 246). Examples of group debilitating behaviors among members
of subordinate groups include such things as: higher rates of school truancy and
school-drop out, less time devoted to studying and homework assignments, and less
care and attention devoted to those assignments that are completed. Steinberg and
his colleagues (1996) have found evidence for such debilitating behaviors among
subordinate children. In a 10-year longitudinal study of more than 20,000 U.S. high
school students, they showed that the lower performance of African American and
Latino students was associated with these students cutting classes more, concen-
trating less during class, spending less time on homework, and being generally less
engaged and dedicated to academic achievement.
Van Laar has found evidence that reactions to subordinate social status have
mixed consequences, some of which can eventually lead to the maintenance of the
lower status position. Using cross-sectional and longitudinal data on African Amer-
ican college students, Van Laar (1998, 2001) found that Black students tend to use
external attributions as a self-protective strategy when faced with a specific self-
evaluative threat. However, while these external attributions had positive effects by
protecting self-esteem, Van Laar found that they also led to lower expectancies
(1998, 2001). Although Van Laar found that the short-term effects of external
attributions on academic motivation were positive, it is quite conceivable that over
the long run the loss of feelings of control take their toll, increasing academic dis-
engagement, and eventually even lowering academic achievement and increasing
attrition (see also Branscombe, Schmitt, & Harvey, 1999).
We are presently conducting further research to examine the consequences of
the various creative strategies for dealing with subordinate social status. We expect
to find, for example, that avoiding comparisons with the higher status outgroup may
maintain global self-esteem but at the cost of lowering academic aspirations. Also,
selectively devaluing a domain in which one’s group fares poorly may have positive
effects on global self-esteem but will negatively effect domain-specific self-esteem
and persistence in that domain (also see Steele, 1992, 1997; Major et al., 1998).
Ogbu has presented the most vivid example of such academic disengagement.
He argued that African American children in inner-city settings associated aca-
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demic achievement with ‘acting White,’ and that they therefore directed efforts
at preventing such achievement in the self and other ingroup members (Ford-
ham & Ogbu, 1986; Ogbu, 1993, 1994). More generally, Ogbu has introduced
the term ‘oppositional identity’ through which low status group members express
strong ingroup loyalty and question the actions and rules of the dominant group.
Such an oppositional identity often involves the rejection of the dominant group’s
values. Tajfel and Turner also spoke of changing the values assigned to the at-
tributes of the ingroup so that characteristics that were once regarded as negative
are now regarded as positive. In essence, a counter-culture is created. Although it
is not clear how widespread such extreme forms of academic disengagement are
(see Ainsworth-Darnell & Downey, 1998; Cook & Ludwig, 1998; and Ferguson,
1998), the ‘acting White’ phenomenon itself is quite consistent with the reviewed
theoretical accounts.
Although we are suggesting that the reproduction of group-based social inequal-
ity is also a function of the activities of people within subordinate groups, this
perspective should not degenerate into the all too facile ‘blame the victim’ project.
Rather, social dominance theorists argue that these debilitating behaviors must be
seen within the larger context of differential group power and the dynamics of sub-
jugation and subordination. On average, the conditions of subordination ensure that
subordinate children will not fare as well academically as dominant children. In an
effort to protect their individual self-esteem, the experience of relative academic
failure induces subordinate children to disengage from academic pursuits, further
contributing to negative stereotypes about these groups, which in turn all further
contribute to political and economic disadvantage and the maintenance of group-
based hierarchy. Thus, although these strategies may contribute to the protection
of positive individual self-esteem among low status individuals, these behaviors
will also contribute to the maintenance of group-based inequality and hierarchy.
Furthermore, the processes we have described here are not restricted to any given
ethnicity, ‘race,’ or culture, but appear to apply across a very wide range of societies
and subordinate groups within these societies (see Sidanius & Pratto, 1999).
4. Summary and conclusions
Our goal in this paper has been to discuss the various mechanisms by which sub-
ordinate social status is transformed into suboptimal academic achievement. We
reviewed evidence for three categories of factors contributing to low achievement
among members of low status groups. First, we argued that the simple lack of
economic, cultural, and social capital resources among people from low status
groups contributes to the maintenance of the achievement gap between low and
high status groups. Second, we suggested this achievement gap is also a function of
direct and indirect forms of discrimination by both persons and institutions. Finally,
we suggested that the academic achievement gap is due to systematic behavioral
differences between children from low and high status groups. In general, and in
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comparison to children from high status groups, children from low status groups
will tend to exhibit behavioral patterns which make it more difficult for them to de-
velop academic proficiency. However, in contrast to traditional ‘blame the victim’
theorists (e.g., D’Souza, 1995), we have also argued that these suboptimal behavior
patterns on the part of subordinates should not be regarded as exogenous, but rather
as both the result of social subordination and a cause of continued subordination.
We suggest, for example, that one of the ironic consequences of efforts to protect
the self from the ego-damaging effects of subordination is the tendency to divorce
one’s positive sense of self from the domain of academic success. Unfortunately,
this very act of self-protection is one of the primary contributors to continued
suboptimal academic performance and ultimately of continued social subordina-
tion. Although the broad outlines of these motivational processes are clear, we
suggest that much more research is needed in order to more precisely understand
the manner in which these motivational effects are obtained. We are, for example,
currently investigating how segregated settings may set in motion processes that
encourage disidentification with the academic domain at the same time that they
foster feelings of self-worth (Van Laar & Derks, 2001). More generally, research
will examine the precise processes by which members of low status groups may
be less motivated to maintain high academic achievement. It is only through a
more precise understanding of the mediating mechanisms transforming low social
status into low academic achievement that we will be able to take meaningful
and effective steps offering ‘genuine’ equality of opportunity to all members of
society.
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Endnotes
1The nations studied were eight Western capitalist nations (the USA, Germany,
the Netherlands, Sweden, Great Britain, Italy, Switzerland, and Israel), two Asian
capitalist nations (Japan and Taiwan), and three Western socialist nations
(Czechoslovakia, Hungary, and Poland). Educational inequalities between the high
and low status groups decreased only in Sweden and the Netherlands. In the re-
maining countries, the expansion of the educational system actually widened
the gap.
2The data for the longitudinal study were collected through a grant provided by the
Russell Sage Foundation to examine the influence of the multi-ethnic environment
on the formation of intergroup attitudes among students of various ethnic groups.
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Primary investigators on the project were Jim Sidanius, David Sears, and Marilynn
Brewer.
References
Adelmund, Karin Y.I.J. (2000a). Onderwijskansen: Ruimte voor kwaliteit bij de aanpak van onder-
wijsachterstanden. (Educational opportunities: Room for quality in addressing the achievement
gap). The Hague, Netherlands: Department of Education, Culture and Sciences.
Adelmund, Karin Y.I.J. (2000b). Aan de slag met onderwijskansen. (Getting to work with educational
opportunities). The Hague, Netherlands: Department of Education, Culture and Sciences.
Ainsworth-Darnell, James W. & Downey, Douglas B. (1998). Assessing the oppositional culture
explanation for racial/ethnic differences in school performance. American Sociological Review,
63, 536–553.
Alicke, Mark D. (1985). Global self-evaluation as determined by the desirability and controllability
of trait adjectives. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 49, 1621–1630.
Altemeyer, Bob (1998). The other ‘authoritarian personality.’ In Zanna, M.P. (Ed.), Advances in
experimental social psychology (Vol. 30). New York: Academic Press, pp. 48–92.
Aronson, Joshua, Quinn, Diane M., & Spencer, Steven J. (1998). Stereotype threat and the academic
underperformance of minorities and women. In Swim, J.K. & Stangor, C. (Eds.), Prejudice: The
target’s perspective. San Diego, CA: Academic Press, pp. 83–103.
Babad, Elisha (1993). Teachers’ differential behavior. Educational Psychology Review, 5, 347–
376.
Bernstein, Basil (1970). Class, codes and control, (Vol. I): Theoretical studies towards a sociology
of language. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul.
Biddle, Bruce J. (Ed.). (2001). Social class, poverty, and education. New York: RoutledgeFalmer.
Blossfeld, Hans-Peter & Shavit, Yossi (1993). Dauerhafte ungleichheiten. Zur veranderung des
einflusses der sozialen herkunft auf die bildungschancen in dreizehn industrialisierten landern
(Permanent inequalities. Changes in the impact of social background on educational opportunity
in thirteen industrial nations). Zeitschrift fur Padagogik, 39, 25–52.
Bourdieu, Pierre (1986). The forms of capital. In Richardson, J.G. (Ed.), Handbook of theory and
research for the sociology of education. New York: Greenwood, pp. 241–258.
Branscombe, Nyla R., Schmitt, Michael T., & Harvey, Richard D. (1999). Perceiving pervasive
discrimination among African Americans: Implications for group identification and well-being.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 77, 135–149.
Brewer, Marilynn B. (1979). In-group bias in the minimal intergroup situation: A cognitive-
motivational analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 86, 307–324.
Brophy, Jere E. (1983). Research on the self-fulfilling prophecy and teacher expectations. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 75, 631–661.
Chunn, Eva Wells (1989). Sorting Black students for success and failure: The inequity of ability
grouping and tracking. In Smith, W. DeMarcell & Chunn, E. Wells et al. (Eds.), Black educa-
tion: A quest for equity and excellence. New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Publishers, pp. 92–
106.
Coleman, James S. (1988). Social capital in the creation of human capital. American Journal of
Sociology, 94 (Suppl), S95–S120.
Cook, Philip J. & Ludwig, Jens (1998). The burden of ‘acting white’: Do Black adolescents disparage
academic achievement? In Jencks, C. & Phillips, M. (Eds.), The Black-White test score gap.
Washington, DC: Brookings Institution, pp. 375–400.
Crocker, Jennifer & Major, Brenda (1989). Social stigma and self-esteem: The self-protective
properties of stigma. Psychological Review, 96, 608–630.
SOCIAL STATUS AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT 253
Crocker, Jennifer, Voelkl, Kristin, Testa, Maria, & Major, Brenda (1991). Social stigma: The affect-
ive consequences of attributional ambiguity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 60,
218–228.
Croizet, Jean-Claude & Claire, Theresa (1998). Extending the concept of stereotype and threat to so-
cial class: The intellectual underperformance of students from low socioeconomic backgrounds.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 24, 588–594.
Darby, Michael R. (Ed.) (1996). Reducing poverty in America: Views and approaches. Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage.
Darley, John M. & Fazio, Russell H. (1980). Expectancy confirmation processes arising in the social
interaction sequence. American Psychologist, 35, 876–881.
Darling-Hammond, Linda (1995). Inequality and access to knowledge. In Banks, J.A. & McGee-
Banks, C.A. (Eds.), Handbook of research on multicultural education. New York: MacMillan.
Doosje, Bertjan, Spears, Russell, Ellemers, Naomi, & Koomen, Willem (1999). Perceived group
variability in intergroup relations: The distinctive role of social identity. European Review of
Social Psychology, 10, 41–74.
Downey, Douglas B. (1994). The school performance of children from single-mother and single-
father families: Economic or interpersonal deprivation? Journal of Family Issues, 15(1), 129–147.
Downey, Douglas B. (1995a). Understanding academic achievement among children in stephouse-
holds: The role of parental resources, sex of stepparent, and sex of child. Social Forces, 73,
875–894.
Downey, Douglas B. (1995b). When bigger is not better: Family size, parental resources, and
children’s educational performance. American Sociological Review, 60, 746–761.
D’Souza, Dinesh (1995). The end of racism: Principles for a multiracial society. New York: Free
Press.
Duncan, Greg J. & Brooks-Gunn, Jeanne (Eds.) (1997). Consequences of growing up poor. New
York: Russell Sage Foundation.
Duncan, Otis Dudley & Hodge, Robert W. (1963). Education and occupational mobility: A regression
analysis. American Journal of Sociology, 68, 629–644.
Educational Testing Service (1991). The state of inequality. Princeton, NJ: Author.
Ekstrom, Ruth B. & Villegas, Ana Maria (1991). Ability grouping in middle grade mathematics:
Process and consequences. Research in Middle Level Education, 15, 1–20.
Ellemers, Naomi, Van Knippenberg, Ad, De Vries, Nanne, & Wilke, Henk (1988). Social iden-
tification and permeability of group boundaries. European Journal of Social Psychology, 18,
497–513.
Ellemers, Naomi, Van Knippenberg, Ad, & Wilke, Henk (1990). The influence of permeability of
group boundaries and stability of group status on strategies of individual mobility and social
change. British Journal of Social Psychology, 29, 228–246.
Ellemers, Naomi & Van Rijswijk, Wendy (1997). Identity needs versus social opportunities: The use
of group-level and individual-level identity management strategies. Social Psychology Quarterly,
60(1), 52–65.
Ellemers, Naomi, Wilke, Henk, & Van Knippenberg, Ad (1993). Effects of the legitimacy of low
group or individual status on individual and collective status-enhancement strategies. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 64, 766–778.
Elliott, Marta (1998). School finance and opportunities to learn: Does money well spent enhance
students’ achievement? Sociology of Education, 71(3), 223–245.
Ferguson, Ronald. F (1998). Comment by Ronald F. Ferguson on Cook, Philip J. & Ludwig, Jens
(1998). The burden of ‘acting white’: Do Black adolescents disparage academic achievement? In
Jencks, C. & Phillips, M. (Eds.), The Black–White test score gap. Washington, DC: Brookings
Institution pp. 375–400.
Finley, Merrilee K. (1984). Teachers and tracking in a comprehensive high school. Sociology of
Education, 57, 233–243.
254 COLETTE VAN LAAR AND JIM SIDANIUS
Fischer, Claude S., Hout, Michael, Jankowski, Martin Sanchez, Lucas, Samuel R., Swidler, Ann, &
Voss, Kim (1996). Inequality by design: Cracking the bell curve myth. Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press.
Fordham, Signithia & Ogbu, John U. (1986). Black students’ school success: Coping with the ‘burden
of acting White.’ Urban Review, 18, 176–206.
General Accounting Office (1995). School finance: Three States’ experiences with equity in school
funding. Report to Congressional Requesters (Report No. GAO/HEHS-96-39). (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. EJ 517 856).
Gibbons, F. X. (1985a). A social-psychological perspective on developmental disabilities. Journal of
Social and Clinical Psychology, 3, 391–404.
Gibbons, F. X. (1985b). Stigma perception: Social comparison among mentally retarded persons.
American Journal of Mental Deficiency, 90, 98–106.
Good, Thomas L. & Brophy, Jere E. (1987). Looking in classrooms. New York: Harper &
Row.
Greenwald, Rob et al. (1996). The school funding controversy: Reality bites. Educational Leader-
ship, 53(5), 78–79.
Hallinan, Maureen T. (1996). Race effects on students’ track mobility in high school. Social
Psychology of Education, 1(1), 1–24.
Hanchard, Michael George (1994). Orpheus and power: The moviemento negro of Rio de Janeiro
and Sao Paulo, Brazil, 1945–1988. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Harris, Monica & Rosenthal, Robert (1985). Mediation of interpersonal expectancy effects: 31 meta-
analyses. Psychological Bulletin, 97, 363–386.
Harter, Susan (1986). Processes underlying the construction, maintenance, and enhancement of the
self-concept in children. In Suls, J. & Greenwald, A.G. (Eds.), Psychological perspectives on the
self (Vol. 3). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum, pp. 136–182.
Hartman, William T. (1988). District spending disparities: What do the dollars buy? Journal of
Education Finance, 13, 436–459.
Het Onderwijsblad (2000). Jonge leraren mijden voortgezet onderwijs in grote steden (Young
teachers avoid high schools in big cities), 4, p. 13, February 26.
Hochschild, Jennifer L. (1995). Facing up to the American dream: Race, class, and the soul of the
nation. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Jussim, Lee & Eccles, Jacquelynne (1992). Teacher expectations: II. Construction and re-
flection of student achievement. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 63, 947–
961.
Jussim, Lee & Eccles, Jacquelynne (1995). Naturally occurring interpersonal expectancies. In Eis-
enberg, N. (Ed.), Social development: Review of personality and social psychology. Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage, pp. 74–108.
Karp, Stan (Ed.) (1997). Funding for justice. Money, equity, and the future of public education. (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 407 481.)
Kozol, Jonathan (1991). Savage inequalities. New York: Crown.
Levin, Shana (1996). A social psychological approach to understanding intergroup attitudes in
the United States and Israel. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of California, Los
Angeles.
Lovaglia, Michael J., Lucas, Jeffrey W., Houser, Jeffrey A., Thye, Shane R., & Markovsky, Barry
(1998). Status processes and mental ability test scores. American Journal of Sociology, 104(1),
195–228.
Major, Brenda (1994). From social inequality to personal entitlement: The role of social comparisons,
legitimacy appraisals, and group membership. In Zanna, M.P. (Ed.), Advances in experimental
social psychology (Vol. 26). San Diego, CA: Academic Press, pp. 293–348.
SOCIAL STATUS AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT 255
Major, Brenda, Spencer, Steven, Schmader, Toni, Wolfe, Connie, & Crocker, Jennifer (1998).
Coping with negative stereotypes about intellectual performance: The role of psychological
disengagement. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 24, 34–50.
McFarland, Sam. G. & Adelson, Sara (1996, July). An omnibus study of personality, values and
prejudices. Paper presented at the Annual Convention of the International Society for Political
Psychology, Vancouver, British Columbia.
Merton, Robert K. (1948). The self-fulfilling prophecy. Antioch Review, 8, 193–210.
Morse, Stan & Gergen, Kenneth J. (1970). Social comparison, self-consistency, and the concept of
self. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 16, 148–156.
Mullen, Brian, Brown, Rupert J., & Smith, Colleen (1992). Ingroup bias as a function of sa-
lience, relevance, and status: An integration. European Journal of Social Psychology, 22,
103–122.
National Center for Education Statistics (1995). Public school district funding differences. Indicator
of the month (Report No. NCES-95-789). (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 387
934).
Oakes, Jeannie (1985). Keeping track: How schools structure inequality. New Haven: Yale University
Press.
Oakes, Jeannie (1986). Tracking in secondary schools: A contextual perspective. Educational
Psychologist, 22 (6), 129–154.
Ogbu, John U. (1981). Origins of human competence: A cultural-ecological perspective. Child
Development, 52, 413–429.
Ogbu, John U. (1993). Differences in cultural frame of reference. International Journal of Behavioral
Development, 16, 483–506.
Ogbu, John U. (1994). From cultural differences to differences in cultural frame of reference. In
Greenfield, P.M. & Cocking, R.R. (Eds.), Cross-cultural roots of minority child development.
Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.
Osborne, Jason W. (1995). Academics, self-esteem, and race: A look at the underlying as-
sumptions of the disidentification hypothesis. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 21,
449–455.
Payne, Kevin J. & Biddle, Bruce J. (1999). Poor school funding, child poverty, and mathematics
achievement. Educational Researcher, 28(6), 4–13.
Perreault, Stephane & Bourhis, Richard Y. (1999). Ethnocentrism, social identification, and discrim-
ination. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 25, 92–103.
Pratto, Felicia (1999). The puzzle of continuing group inequality: Piecing together psychological,
social and cultural forces in social dominance theory. In Zanna, M.P. (Ed.), Advances in
experimental social psychology, 31. New York: Academic Press, pp. 191–263.
Pratto, Felicia, Liu, Jim H., Levin, Shana, Sidanius, Jim., Shih, Margaret, Bachrach, Hagit, &
Hegarty, Peter (2000). Social dominance orientation and the legitimization of inequality across
cultures. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 31, 369–409.
Pratto, Felicia, Orton, Jennifer, & Stallworth, Lisa M. (1997). Issue-framing and social dominance
orientation in persuasion. Unpublished manuscript, University of Connecticut.
Pratto, Felicia, Sidanius, Jim, Stallworth, Lisa, M., & Malle, Bertram, F. (1994). Social dominance
orientation: A personality variable predicting social and political attitudes. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 67, 741–763.
Pratto, Felicia, Stallworth, Lisa M., Sidanius, Jim, & Siers, Bret (1997). The gender gap in oc-
cupational role attainment: A social dominance approach. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 72, 37–53.
Rosenbaum, James E. (1976). Making inequality: The hidden curriculum of high school tracking.
New York: Wiley.
Rosenberg, Morris & Simmons, Roberta G. (1971). Black and White self-esteem: The urban school
child. Washington, DC: American Sociological Association.
256 COLETTE VAN LAAR AND JIM SIDANIUS
Rosenthal, Robert (1994). Interpersonal expectancy effects: A 30-year perspective. Current Direc-
tions in Psychological Science, 3, 176–179.
Rosenthal, Robert & Jacobson, Lenore (1968). Pygmalion in the classroom: Teacher expectation and
pupils’ intellectual development. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston.
Rubovits, Pamela C. & Maehr, Martin L. (1973). Pygmalion black and white. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 25, 210–218.
Sandoval, Salvador A. M. (1991). Mechanisms of racial discrimination in the labor market: The case
of urban Brazil. Estudios Sociologicos, 9, 35–60.
Schmader, Toni & Major, Brenda (1999). The impact of ingroup vs. outgroup performance on
personal values. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 35, 47–67.
Schofield, Janet W. (1986). Causes and consequences of the colorblind perspective. In Gaertner, S.L.
& Dovidio, J.F. (Eds.), Prejudice, discrimination and racism: Theory and practice. New York:
Academic Press, pp. 231–253.
Schofield, Janet W. (1995). Improving intergroup relations among students. In Banks, J.A. & McGee
Banks, C.A. (Eds.), Handbook of research on multicultural education. New York: Macmillan,
pp. 635–646.
Schofield, Janet W. (1997). School segregation 40 years after Brown vs. Board of education. Looking
forward and looking backward. In Johnson, D. (Ed.), Minorities and girls in school: effects on
achievement and performance. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Sears, David O. & Van Laar, Colette (2001). Black exceptionalism in a culturally diverse society.
Manuscript in preparation.
Shavit, Yossi (1984). Tracking and ethnicity in Israeli secondary education. American Sociological
Review, 49, 210–220.
Shavit, Yossi & Blossfeld, Hans-Peter (1993). Persistent inequality: Changing educational attain-
ment in thirteen countries. Boulder, CO: Westview.
Sidanius, Jim (1993). The psychology of group conflict and the dynamics of oppression: A so-
cial dominance perspective. In Iyengar, S. & McGuire, W.J. (Eds.), Explorations in political
psychology. Durham, NC: Duke University Press, pp. 183–219.
Sidanius, Jim, Levin, Shana, Liu, Jim H., & Pratto, Felicia (2000). Social dominance orientation
and the political psychology of gender: An extension and cross-cultural replication. European
Journal of Social Psychology, 30, 41–67.
Sidanius, Jim, Liu, Shaw, John, & Pratto, Felicia (1994). Social dominance orientation, hierarchy–
attenuators and hierarchy-enhancers: Social dominance theory and the criminal justice system.
Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 24, 338–366.
Sidanius, Jim & Pratto, Felicia (1999). Social dominance: An intergroup theory of social hierarchy
and oppression. New York: Cambridge University Press.
Sidanius, Jim, Pratto, Felicia, & Bobo, Lawrence (1994). Social dominance orientation and the polit-
ical psychology of gender: A case of invariance? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
67, 998–1011.
Sidanius, Jim, Pratto, Felicia, & Brief, Diana (1995). Group dominance and the political psychology
of gender: A cross-cultural comparison. Political Psychology, 16, 381–396.
Sidanius, Jim, Pratto, Felicia, & Mitchell, Michael (1994). Ingroup identification, social dominance
orientation, and differential intergroup social allocation. Journal of Social Psychology, 134, 151–
167.
Sidanius, Jim, Pratto, Felicia, Sinclair, Stacey, & Van Laar, Colette (1996). Mother Teresa meets
Genghis Khan: The dialectics of hierarchy-enhancing and hierarchy-attenuating career choices.
Social Justice Research, 9, 145–170.
Spencer, Steven J., Steele, Claude M., & Quinn, Diane M. (1999). Stereotype threat and women’s
math performance. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 35, 4–28.
Stangor, Charles, Carr, Christine, & Kiang, Lisa (1998). Activating stereotypes undermines task
performance expectations. Journal of Personality and Social-Psychology, 75, 1191–1197.
SOCIAL STATUS AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT 257
Steele, Claude M. (1992). Race and the schooling of Black Americans. Atlantic Monthly, April,
68–78.
Steele, Claude M. (1997). A threat in the air: How stereotypes shape intellectual identity and
performance. American Psychologist, 52, 613–629.
Steele, Claude M. & Aronson, Joshua (1995). Stereotype threat and the intellectual test performance
of African Americans. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 69, 797–811.
Steinberg, Laurence (1996). Beyond the classroom: Why school reform has failed and what parents
need to do. New York: Simon & Schuster.
Stephan, Walter G. (1978). School desegregation: An evaluation of predictions made in Brown vs.
Board of Education. Psychological Bulletin, 85, 217–238.
Tajfel, Henri (1974). Social identity and intergroup behavior. Social Science Information, 13,
65–93.
Tajfel, Henri (1975). The exit of social mobility and the voice of social change. Social Science
Information, 14, 101–118.
Tajfel, Henri (Ed.). (1978). Differentiation between social groups: Studies in the social psychology
of intergroup relations. New York: Academic Press.
Tajfel, Henri & Turner, John C. (1979). An integrative theory of social conflict. In Austin, W.G. &
Worchel, S. (Eds.), The social psychology of intergroup relations. Monterey, CA: Brooks/Cole,
pp. 33–47.
Tajfel, Henri & Turner, John C. (1986). The social identity theory of intergroup behavior. In Worchel,
S. & Austin, W.G. (Eds.), Psychology of intergroup relations. Chicago: Nelson Hall, pp. 7–24.
Talbert, Joan E. (1990). Teacher tracking: Exacerbating inequalities in the high school. Stanford,
CA: Center for Research on the Context of Secondary Teaching, Stanford University.
Taylor, Paul (1995, January 29). South Africa quietly integrates schools. The Washington Post.
Tesser, Abraham (1986). Some effects of self-evaluation maintenance on cognition and action. In
R.M. Sorrentino & E. Tory Higgins (Eds.), Handbook of motivation and cognition: Foundations
of social behavior. New York: Guilford, pp. 435–464.
Tesser, Paul T.M., Merens, Ans G.F., Van Praag, Carlo S., & Iedema, M.M.V. Jurjen (1999).
Rapportage minderheden 1999. Den Haag, Netherlands: Sociaal en Cultureel Planbureau.
Thernstrom, S. & Thernstrom, A. (1997). America in black and white: One nation, indivisible. New
York: Simon & Schuster.
Thomas, William B. (1986). Mental testing and tracking for the social adjustment of an urban
underclass, 1920–1930. Journal of Education, 168, 9–30.
Van Gelder, Xandra & Vermeulen, Margreet (2000). Goed personeel sleutel to succes zwarte school
[Good personnel is the key to succes at Black schools]. Volkskrant, June 7.
Van Laar, Colette (1998). Attributional determinants of expectancies and self-esteem among eth-
nic minority college students. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of California, Los
Angeles.
Van Laar, Colette (2001). Declining optimism in ethnic minority students: The role of attributions
and self-esteem. In F. Salili, C. Chiu, & Y.Yi Hong, Student motivation: The culture and context
of learning. New York: Plenum.
Van Laar, Colette & Derks, Belle (2001). Disidentification from the academic domain among mem-
bers of stigmatized groups. To appear in Faridch Salili and Rumjahn Hoosain, Research in
multicultural and international perspectives: Learning and motivation in a multicultural setting.
Greenwich, CT: Information Age Publishing.
Van Laar, Colette, Sidanius, Jim, Rabinowitz, Joshua, & Sinclair, Stacey (1999). The three R’s of
academic achievement: Reading, ‘riting’ and racism. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,
25 (2), 139–151.
Ward, Dana (1995). Social dominance theory: Are the genes too tight? Paper presented at the Eight-
eenth Annual Meeting of the International Society of Political Psychology, Washington DC, July
4–8. Internet site: http://ispp.org/ISPP/wardispp95.html.
258 COLETTE VAN LAAR AND JIM SIDANIUS
Wenglinsky, Harold (1997). When money matters: How educational expenditures improve stu-
dent performance and how they don’t. A policy information perspective. Princeton, NJ: Policy
Information Center, Educational Testing Service.
Biographical Notes
Colette van Laar received her Ph.D. in social psychology from the University of
California, Los Angeles (UCLA) in 1998. She is now teaching in the Departments
of Psychology and Education at Leiden University in the Netherlands. Her research
focuses on the consequences of stigma for motivation and achievement in members
of low status groups. Other interests include the impact of prejudice on racial policy
attitudes and the shaping of racial attitudes by educational institutions.
Jim Sidanius is a professor in the Departments of Psychology and Political Sci-
ence at the University of California, Los Angeles. He has taught at several univer-
sities in the United States and Europe, including Carnegie-Mellon University, the
University of Texas at Austin, New York University, Princeton University, and the
University of Stockholm, Sweden. He is a fellow at UCLA’s Center for the Study
of Society and Politics, was vice president of the International Society of Political
Psychology (1998–1999), and has served as a consultant to government funding
agencies and various advisory and editorial boards. Professor Sidanius is author of
some 80 scientific papers in the general field of political-psychology. This work
includes study of the interface between political ideology and cognitive function-
ing, the political-psychology of gender, group conflict, institutional discrimination,
and evolutionary psychology. His latest books are: Social Dominance: An Inter-
group Theory of Social Hierarchy and Oppression (1999, Cambridge University
Press) and Racialized Politics: Values, Ideology, and Prejudice in American Public
Opinion (University of Chicago press, 2000). He received his B.A. in psychology
from City College, City University of New York in 1968 and his Ph.D. in political
psychology at the University of Stockholm, Sweden, in 1977.
